Recent events, especially in the realm of political negotiation, provide some evidence that 'winwin' negotiation may be going out of style. The undeniable success of some unabashedly win-lose dealmakers, in the US and elsewhere, should force us to reflect again on our own negotiation precepts, especially those in the win-win tradition of principled negotiation.
for. For it includes EVERYTHING that comprises a person's worldview, including unconscious biases, irrational drives and a certain amount of 'wishful thinking'. In philosophical terms, it is how we construct our world.
Values: An added dimension
But is this picture complete? Does it in fact capture all facets of human behaviour, beliefs, and internal psychological forces, especially in situations of conflict? Can we examine and evaluate negotiation solely on the basis of positions, interests and perceptions? Is there another dimension, another force that influences our actions? I contend that in negotiations people are driven not only by what they want but also by what they stand for, or, more specifically, who they think they are. These bedrock values, whether conscious or unconscious, are also powerful drivers of negotiation strategy and behaviour.
In an attempt to examine and summarise some of the literature on values, especially the writings of Carrie Menkel-Meadow, Michael Wheeler and Joseph Reitz, I would suggest it's possible to differentiate values from interests along the following dimensions:
Values are unique and subjective, a starting point for action rather than a goal, the parameters for what is acceptable and what is not. They define us. They are powerful motivating factors, at least as weighty as interests. Unlike interests, they are fundamentally not negotiable; they can't be bargained away. What we are faced with here is the difference between negotiation (bargaining) and advocacy (defending principles). This point came home to me powerfully when I trained a group of environmental activists in the US. Presented with the iceberg model of negotiation, they made it clear that, while they wanted to do their best to reach good agreements with the 'other side', if they were to continue to be true to their values and identity some things were clearly non-negotiable. They wanted to be both good negotiators and effective advocates for their principles and values. They were not quite sure how to reconcile the two.
Is this perhaps also the reason that many political situations of intractable conflict end in decades of deadlock? In some instances, identifying and addressing interests is clearly not sufficient. Some conflicts involve values and must therefore be dealt with through different means. To do that, we must first acknowledge these values and their basis, then take them seriously in designing strategies to allow a candid discussion. In doing this, we acknowledge their potential both for intensifying, but also for resolving, conflict.
What are 'values'?
• A compass to guide your life • Often unspoken, unconscious • The result of a normative system • Things that define who you are
• An activity or object of desire (a job, a hobby, money) • A reward for activity • Totally dependent on the situation • Things that define who you wish you were What they are: What they are not:
